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lt is noted that claims 1-6, 8, 9, and 15 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103 over the German patent to Merkel 19627115 in view of the U.S. 
patent to Rosen. 

Cl aims1-6.8.11. a nd15arere ie o«e d und6r36U.S.C.103cv er 
the German patent to Merkel 1 96271 1 S in view of the Oishei. 

Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under35 U.S.C. 103(a) overthe 
German paten, to Merke, in view of the patents to Oishei and Samartgis. 

At the same time, the Examiner indicated that claims 7 and 14 
were not rejected over the art. 

The Examiner's indication of the allowability of claims 7 and 14 
have been grateful., acknowledge*. In connect with this indication, 
claims 7 and 14 have been canceled and new daims 19 and 20 have been 
submitted, which contain me features of original claim l plus the features of 
Claims7and14,correspondingly.l«isbelievedtha t c,aims18and1 9 shou,d 

now be in allowable condition. 
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After carefully considering the Examiner's grounds over the 

rejection of the claims overthe art. applicants cancel claims 1 and 15 and 
submittedtwoindependentdaims^andlTwhichsubstantiailycorrespond 

to these carried claims but have been darified to more clearly define the 

Invention. 

in particular, these daims specifically define that the 
compression in a middle region under me connection; device for the wiper 
arm Is produced. The support for this feature can be cleariy found in the 
drawings, in which it is clearly shown that the connecUon device is arranged 
in such a middle region. 

When the wiper blade in the wiping device is designed in 
accordant with these features of the present invent, the wiping strip 
starting from the middle of the wiper blade can move toward both sides 
relative to the carding rails, which is always necessary when the window 
pane curvature changes In a course of a wiping movement. 

Turning now to the references and in particular to the U.S. 
patents to Rosen and Oishei, it can be seen mat in these references the 
compression is produced In me region of an end of me wiper blade by a 
Camp which ,s arranged there in the end region. The carrying rails for mis 
purpose ana configured specifically with ramps, that is unnecessary in the 
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con^c.ionaf.hewiperbiadeancmewiping^l.accortanoewi.h.he 

present invention. 

„ the teaching of these two references are considered jointly 
with the teaching of the German patent to MerKel, the wiper blade and the 
„ ipin g device of the present inven«on can no, be derived from such a 
combination, since a person o. ordinary skill in the artwhofamilladze himself 
w «h the teachings o, the references and combined thorn, would use the 
Camps 50 to provide a compression as disclosed in the U.S. patents. 

This however would have nothing to do with the applicant's 
invention as defined .n claims 16 and 1 7. The features o, these claims are 
not disposed in the references and can not be derived from them as a matter 

of obviousness. 

in order to arrive at the applicant's invention the constniction 
Closed in the references, these ^uld have to be 

fundamental* modified. In particular, they would have to be complete,, 
changed, ar* the new features o, the present invention would have to be 
incorporated.n.hedevicesdisctosedinthereferences.However.msKnown 

« in order to arrive ata Calmed InvenUon. by modifying the referencesthe 
cited art must itself contain a suggestion for such a mediation. 
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This principle has also been consistently upheld by the U.S. 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals which, for example, held in its decision 
in re Randol and Redford (1 65 USPQ 586) that 

Prior patents are references only for what they clearly disclose 
or suggest; it is not a proper use of a patent as a reference to 
modify its structure to one which prior art references do not 
suggest. 

Definitely, the references do not contain any hint or suggestion 
for such modifications. 

In view of the above presented remarks and amendments, it is 
believed that claims 16 and 17 should be considered as patentably 
distinguishing over the art and should be allowed. 



Asforthe dependent claims, these claimsidepend on claim 16, 
they share its presumably allowable features, and therefore it is respectfully 
submitted that they should be allowed as well. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the present application is 
most respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner require or consider it advisable that the 
specification, claims and/or drawings be further amended or corrected in 
formal respects in order to place this case in condition for final allowance, 
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then it is respectfully requested that such amendments or corrections be 
carried out by Examiner's Amendment, and the caseibe passed to issue. 
Alternatively, should the Examiner feel that a personaldiscussion might be 
helpful in advancing this case to allowance, he is invited to telephone the 
undersigned (at 631-549-4700). 

Respectfully submitted, 




MtcnaeTj. Striker 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 27233 
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